
To: 
From: 
Sent: 
Subject: 

LEE, LIL Y[LEE.LIL Y@EPA.GOV] 
Ripperda, Mark 
Fri 2/26/2016 10:02:36 PM 
RE: Rad question from member of the public 

From: LEE, Ll L Y 
Sent: Friday, February 26,2016 1:41 PM 
To: Ripperda, Mark <Ripperda.Mark@epa.gov> 
Subject: FW: Rad question from member of the public 

Montelongo-Acosta was from the ROD showing actual risk. I took the 2012 RACR actual Residual 
dose 0.2596 mrem/y. Since I have started working with Rob, he's been using the 
6/2014 version of PRG's to review each SUPR as it comes through. But is that 
inconsistent with the ROD? 

Page 7-10 of the ROD (p. 89 of pdf): 
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DIOLOGICAL RISK RESULTS 
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From: LEE, Ll L Y 
Sent: Thursday, February 18, 2016 8:43AM 
To: Ripperda, Mark 
Subject: Rad question from member of the public 
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From: LEE, LILYL~==~~~~~~j 
Sent: Tuesday, February 16, 2016 11:58 AM 
To: Bacey, Juanita@DTSC; Terry, Robert 
Subject: From Rad RACR: FW: Rad risk at Bldg 140 in Parcel B 

Ok, I found this below in the RACR. 

Using the method from Ms. Montelonga-Acosta: 

Residual dose 0.2596 mrem/y X 70 yrs X 1.16 E-3 = 21 E-6= 2.1 E-5, which is in the 
EPA risk range. 

Using the EPA current practice of assuming 26 yrs exposure & 8.46 E-4, the risk would 
be 57 E-7 = 5.7 E-6 

All of these are within the EPA risk range. 

Am I doing this right? 

p. 89 of pdf, p. 4-11 of hard copy: 
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"RESRAD modeling was performed using the maximum Cs-137 concentration of 0.2043 
pCi/g 

obtained from the discharge pipes. (Separate modeling efforts were performed for the 
Discharge 

Channel and are summarized in Section 4.4.2.) Modeling was performed using default 

parameters and the discharge pipes were assumed to be completely filled with 
soil/sediment at 

this activity concentration. The RESRAD modeling results indicated a residual dose of 
0.2596 

mrem/y with an excess lifetime cancer risk of 4.236 x 10-6. These results fall within the 

acceptable NCP risk management range of 10-6 to 10-4, which supports radiological free 
release. 

The modeling parameters and results were presented in Attachment 3 to the Technical 

Memorandum (Appendix U). 

4.3.4 Building 140 Regulatory Concurrence 

The Draft Technical Memorandum was submitted to the regulatory agencies for review. 

Comments to the Building 140 Technical Memorandum were provided by the EPA and 
DTSC in 

June 2011 and responses were prepared. The Final Technical Memorandum (Appendix 
U) 

incorporated the responses to comments submitted by the EPA and DTSC and was 
published on 

July 20, 2011. The DTSC and CDPH subsequently concurred with the radiological 
release for 

unrestricted use of Building 140 (Appendix R). According to previous statements by the 
EPA, 

their decision for radiological free release of the Parcel B buildings/structure and former 
building 

ED_ 000855 _ 00002683-00006 



sites will be based on the data and analyses presented in this Radiological RACR. 

From: LEE, Ll L Y 
Sent: Tuesday, February 16, 2016 11:22 AM 
To: 'Bacey, Juanita@DTSC' 
Subject: FW: I think I know how she got 4.4 X 1 OA-4 FW: Rad risk at Bldg 140 in Parcel B 

= 
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From: Janice Montelongo-Acosta •==~~=.:.=~=~==-'-'-'J 
Sent: Thursday, January 28, 2016 5:17PM 
To: Bacey, Juanita@DTSC 
Subject: Questions about Final Amended Parcel B Record of Decision for Hunters Point 

Greetings, I hope this email finds you welL 

I am a local Bay Area community member with an inquiry concerning the radiological risk and dose calculations 
presented on the amended ROD for Parcel 8 of Hunters Point I will be using table 7-3 on page 105 of the document 
as a specific reference. 

The issue is that there is no clear methodology of how the risk numbers on the table were obtained. Essentially, the 
calculations for radiological risk do not, on the surface, make sense. Let's say one were to use the numbers pushed 
forward by the National Academy of Sciences to calculate radiological risk ( 1.16 * 1 o-3 risk/rem). For the total lifetime 
radiological risk for building 140, for example, the calculation would be 4.4 * 104 risk, which is hundreds of times 
bigger the 1.44 * 1 o-6 shown on the chart This trend follows up with other impacted buildings. 

The table notes include no additional information about how the numbers were calculated. Will it be possible for you 
to direct me to that information, or perhaps even direct me to someone who will be able to explain these calculations? 
It would be much appreciated. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. I look forward to your reply. 
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